
Lowell Public Schools

Finance Subcommittee Meeting

February 17, 2022



AGENDA

Continuous Review of Two Budget Years Simultaneously To 

Ensure Maximizing Every Funding Stream

• Budget to Actuals for FY21/22 
• Update on Governor’s numbers
• Foundation budget changes due to Student 

Opportunity Act 
• Bottled Water Information



Per the approved budget, Munis YTD 
reflects the $194 million plus $9 
million in carryover purchase orders.  
We have spent 48% (includes 
encumbrances) thus far.  Memo and 
full report included in SC package.
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FY22 BUDGET PROCESS





Priorities for Leveraging Forecasted FY22 Line Item Surpluses

• Maximizing revolving accous
• Digital Learning (immediate action)
• Staff Recruitent and Retention
• Data Systems
• Facility Improvements
• FY23 Offsets
• Delay grant spending (when carry over allowed)



Projection of ESSER Funds

Available surpluses within the local budget has enabled greater flexibility with the ESSER funds.  The 
original ESSER plan/budget estimated $30,671,330 would be spent year one.  Now, the estimated amount 
is approximately $9,711,438.  

elow are some reasons to note:

• Several recommended positions were placed in suspense by the SC during the FY22 budget process 
with the directive to ensure thorough planning throughout FY22

• The SC approved the delaying of spending the ESSER funds for the facilities pending a joint meeting 
with the City Council.  Thus, this budgeted amount has been moved to FY23. 

• Several positions remain within the recruitment phase.  The cost for these positions will not be 
incurred until the positions are filled.  



NEXT STEPS FOR FY22/23 BUDGET PROCESS

Suggested Subcommittee 
Dates to confirm with SC:

2/17/22
3/16/22
4/6/22



Questions Asked



Question 1:  Although a check was issued to LPS for $119k for bottled water, where and from whom did LPS 
actually purchase the water?

Answer: Water was purchased from our Food Service Management Company “Aramark” during the pandemic. We 
were told by City Hall that we could not use the water fountains in school due to Covid.  An email from Beth Moffet
referencing an earlier directive to NOT use the water fountains but must still offer a water source clearly supports 
the fact that we were unable to offer water to students through water fountains. Delivery to each school was 
tracked.  Principals worked with food service staff to order two bottles per student per day.  Dilemma: 7 CFR 
210.10(a)(1)(i) demands that schools must make potable water available and accessible without restriction to 
children at no charge in the place(s) where lunches are served during the meal service.  



Question 2:  Why wasn’t a contract/PO made out directly to the vendor?

Answer:  Section 5.A.2 and S11 of the current Aramark contract allows the vendor to purchase water and other 
supplies for us.  Furthermore, the PO was created using past practice of LPS FS Vendor invoicing LPS Local.  This was 
approved by Auditing.  The focus at the time was on ensuring that students had what they needed despite the 
pandemic.  



Question 3:   When was the water purchased/delivered?

Answer: The water was ordered by principals with the plan to have two bottles per day for each student.  Since it 
was with our current food service vendor, the water was delivered with other food deliveries weekly.  



Question 4:  What was the quantity and unit price? (of the paperwork we reviewed, there is no indication of a 
unit price or of a quantity)

Answer: The unit price was .16 cents per bottle.  We are currently paying more per bottle through the state 
contract.  Please note that we don’t pay anything but COST to Aramark since we pay them to provide a service –
not products.  In addition, we benefit from their nationwide price leverage.



Question 5: Who created “invoice” 772021? From an auditing standpoint, the invoice is troubling since LPS is 
clearly not the actual vendor, and the issuance has resulted in both an overage and underage in the accounting of 
expenditures and receipts in the Milk and Lunch Fund. Both auditing and law would like to meet with those 
involved in this purchase to explain the problems and guard against this happening in the future.

Answer: LPS had an in house food service program until 2010.  In 2011, we began to outsource our food service 
program to a food service management company.  Since 2011, we have been using the same accounting procedure 
that is being questioned above.  When non-reimbursable products are bought by the FSMC for LPS, the cost hits the 
revolving account.  Since this is not allowed, there needs to be a paper trail showing the non-reimbursable cost 
being reimbursed in the revolving account by the local budget account.  Auditing created the vendor LPS Food 
Service Department as vendor 44939 to allow us to create invoices from LPS Food Service to LPS General Fund.  
There are nearly 100 occurrences when LPS Food Service has billed LPS.  In other words, there are nearly 100 times 
in which LPS General has cut a check to LPS Revolving. We are more than willing to work together to develop a new 
system.  However, it must be recognized that previous Auditors knew about and allowed this decade long practice.



Question 6:  Was there an initial payment out of grant money?

Answer: No. We intended the purchase order to hit the local or ESSER account since this cost was due to COVID. 
Unfortunately, there was a MISTAKE and the purchase order hit the revolving acct.  



Question 7: There are also several accounting and procurement irregularities that we would (like) to discuss 
further: deeming this an emergency procurement; stating that a contract is not needed for an emergency 
procurement; proposing a “flow through”/no-bid payment to Aramark; creating a false invoice.

Answer: LPS recognizes that we are all capable of mistakes and would always be willing to work together to identify 
improved ways of handling things.  However, in this case, LPS followed a practice that was used for ten years. 

1) Not having access to water for children and staff during a pandemic in buildings whose heat cannot be
controlled and masks were mandated is an emergency. Emergency procurements Section 8. Whenever 
the time required to comply with a requirement of this chapter would endanger the health or safety of 
the people or their property a procurement officer may make an emergency procurement without 
following that requirement. Furthermore, SDWA H906 states that a school or child care center may, 
consistent with other obligations in law, remove select drinking water outlets from operation in lieu of 
installing certified point-of-use filters on those drinking water outlets, so long as every child has 
reasonable access to free, lead-free and safe drinking water.  Calling this an emergency is a moot point 
since we did not treat it as such. Had we acted upon the emergency procurement clause, we would have 
discussed it with the Chief Procurement Officer to get guidance on it. Rather, we followed the historical 
practice of using our current food service management company. Per the Aramark contract (Section 
5.A.2), “Aramark shall serve, on such days and at such times as requested by the District, such other food 
as may be agreed upon by Aramark and District.” 
2) A new person in the Business Office misunderstood the transaction and stated that a contract is not 
needed for an emergency procurement.  We have had significant staff turnover during Covid.  Seventy 
percent of my staff are new to their position and on a learning curve.



Question 7: Continued

Answer:
3) We did not propose a flow through no bid pmt.  We explained that the intention was to have a paper 
trail for Food Service auditors showing the flow of non-reimbursable cost of water which hit the 
revolving account was reimbursed from the local accounts.  This is how other non-reimbursable expenses 
are paid too (eg. Catering services). Over 100 other transactions were handled in this manner and several 
previous Auditors allowed it.  Since vendors are created by Auditing, I am confident that this process was 
probably discussed with Auditing staff years ago.
4) We most certainly DID NOT create a false invoice.  LPS had an in house food service program until 
2011.  Since 2011 when a food service management company started, we have been using this practice.  
Per the next slide, there are ten years of transactions showing LPS Food Service (vendor created BY 
AUDITING) invoicing LPS for non-reimbursable costs.  Having a check cut from LPS General Fund to LPS 
Food Service would show the reimbursement of costs such as water or catering that are not reimbursable.  
It is a method to separate reimbursable from non-reimbursable costs.



THIS IS HOW IT HAS BEEN PRACTICED OVER THE YEARS





AT LEAST TEN YEARS OF USING THIS 
PRACTICE (INVOICES INCLUDED)



EXAMPLES OF HOW LPS FS VENDOR BILLS LPS FOR NON-REIMBURSABLE COSTS; 
AGAIN – AUDITING CREATED THIS VENDOR FOR US TO DO THIS



AGAIN – EVERY STEP MADE BY THE LPS BUSINESS OFFICE MUST FLOW THROUGH CITY HALL/AUDITING.  Requisitions 
must be APPROVED by City Hall and checks cut on behalf of LPS are reviewed and cut by CITY HALL.  Per the PO 
below, a PO was entered to have LPS Food Service BILL LPS LOCAL as done for over a decade.  This purchase order and 
subsequent check was APPROVED by City Hall.  



THINGS TO ACKNOWLEDGE:

1) Everyone involved was trying to respond to a global pandemic and all of it curveballs.  No one benefited from these 
transactions.  

2) There was no FALSIFYING DOCUMENTS OR VENDORS.  This process of treating LPS FS as a vendor was created by 
Auditing.  LPS cannot create vendors on their own.  We also know that any checks we cut must be approved and cut 
by City Hall.  

3) LPS staff recognizes the need to work closely with City Hall and make every attempt to build bridges so that the work 
can be efficient and expedited. 

4) Seventy percent of Business Office staff retired or resigned during the pandemic and, thus, researching this took more 
time than normal.

5) The City CFO suggested a solution of paying Aramark using a settlement for payment.  The Solicitor disagreed.  
Treating this like a bad bill that must be brought before City Council seems reasonable to me.

6) We still need to pay our vendor who has worked hard with us during the pandemic to change course as needed and 
make sure that families were fed.  They provided us with water for our students and staff and made it seamless.  
Again, we paid the cost they paid for water – no profit.



Emails and Texts 
to City Auditor & 
Solicitor btw Nov 
and January










